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TELEPHONE INTERVIEW 

On September 21, 2005, Eugene Clair, patent attorney for the assignee Bendix CVS LLC 
spoke with Examiner Bradley T. King concerning the final office action of the present 
application. In the office action, the cited references and claims were discussed with respect to 
the feature of a passageway through the purge chamber of an air reservoir. Applicant's 
representative pointed out that the cited references showed the fluid flow as passing through the 
entire purge chamber in a random manner since it has no defined structure to directly 
commxmicate the air flow through the purge reservoir to the downstream reservoir. Mr. Clair and 
Mr. King discussed the existing wording in pending claims 20 and 25, suggesting that it may be 
possible to amend the claims to more clearly define that the passage structure through the purge 
reservoir is discrete and that it provides direct fluid conununication with the downstream 
reservoir. Examiner King agreed to reconsider the amended claim language in a v^itten response 
upon the applicants' request. The applicant respectfully presents the preceding amendments to 
claims 20 and 25 and 33 which recites claim language to more clearly define that the passage is a 
structural element that provides direct fluid communication through the purge chamber. The 
applicants respectfully suggest that the amended claims 20, 25 and 33 are allowable over the 
references of record. 

REMARKS 

The Office Action rejects claims 20, 22-31 and 33-38 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) in light of 

Kojima USPN 4655801. The Office Action currently rejects claims 20, 22, 25-27 and 33-36 

under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) in light of Thomas USPN 6391098. Claims 1 through 19 were 

previously subject to a restriction requirement and withdrawn fi-om consideration. Claim 21 was 

previously cancelled. 

35 U.S.C. § 102(b) rejections 

The Office Action rejects claims 20, 22-31 and 33-38 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 

anticipated by Kojima USPN 4655801. It is asserted in the Office Action that the Kojima '801 
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reference, through its Figure 1, discloses a "service chamber 4, purge chamber 3, delivery valve 
12. Note valve body 12, ports 18-19, 30 and 63 form a part of the passageway extending through 
the purge chamber..." The structure in Figure 1 of Kojima '801 shows that the reference check 
valve (12) is part of a passage that originates in, but does not pass through, the purge chamber 
(3). The port (18) opens outside of the purge chamber to the line connecting the first chamber 
and the second chamber. The check valve (12) is intended to "prevent the flow of the 
compressed air fi-om the air tank 4 to the purge tank 3." 

Amended claim 20 of the present invention recites, in part, a "a passage member defining 
a discrete passage extending through said purge chamber and one end of said passage member 
defining a port for establishing direct fluid communication between said reservoir and the air 
supply system." There is no such discrete structural element as the presently claimed member 
extending through the reservoir in the Kojima reference to specifically direct the flow of air. In 
addition, the present invention's discrete passage incorporates "a delivery valve in said passage" 
and includes a purge passageway "in said passage member between said delivery valve and said 
port." This purge passageway location in the passage member and delivery valve is such that the 
air can only flow into the service reservoir from the passage member. However, this same 
structure permits air flow both into and out of the purge chamber through the passage member. 
As such, the delivery line from the air dryer is also used to receive the purge air. 

It is respectfully suggested that the Kojima *801 reference does not claim or disclose the 
structure of amended claim 20. For example, the delivery valve in Kojima '801 is not part of a 
discrete passage member extending through the purge chamber providing direct fluid 
communication between the reservoir and the air supply system. Therefore, the structure 
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disclosed in Kojima '801 is not arranged in the exact same manner as the structure in the 
applicant's presently claimed invention. The applicant respectfully requests that the rejection of 
claim 20 be withdrawn and that the amended claim be allowed. The applicant respectfully 
requests withdrawal of the rejection of claims 22, 23 and 24 for at least the same reasons since 
they depend from allowable claim 20. 

Amended claim 25 recites, in part, "a passage member forming a discrete passase 
extending through the interior of said purge reservoir between a port at a first end of the passage 
member for fluid communication to said air dryer and said downstream reservoir section, the 
discrete passage being in direct fluid communication with said air dryer and said downstream 
section." Independent amended Claim 25 incorporates a portion of each of its dependent claims 
28 and 29 to clarify that there is direct communication of air between the air dryer and 
downstream reservoir section. Claims 28 and 29 have been amended to be consistent with 
amended claim 25. For similar reasons as stated above, the structure disclosed in the Kojima 
*801 reference is not arranged in the exact same manner as the structure as recited in amended 
claim 25 of the applicant's present invention. The applicant respectfully requests that the 
rejection be withdrawn. Allowance of claim 25 is hereby requested. 

Claims 29, 30 and 31 have been amended to depend from independent claim 25. The 
applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejection of claims 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, and 31 
for at least the same reasons since they depend from allowable claim 25. Allowance is hereby 
requested. 

Claim 33 recites in part a reservoir comprising "means for defining a discrete passage 
extending through said purge chamber and for defining a port for establishing direct fluid 
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communication between said reservoir and the air supply system." As stated previously, the 
Kojima '801 reference does not include a discrete passage extending through its purge chamber 
that provides direct communication of air to the supply or service chamber. For similar reasons 
as stated above, the applicant respectfiiUy requests that the rejection of claim 33 be withdrawn 
and claim 33 be allowed. 

The applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejection of claims 34, 35, 36, 37 
and 38 for at least the same reasons as they depend from allowable claim 33. Allowance is 
hereby requested. 

The Office Action rejects claims 20, 22, 25-27, 33-36 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Thomas USPN 6391098. The Examiner states that Thomas discloses a "reservoir 
24 with purge chamber 50, service chamber 48 and delivery valve 52." The reference does not 
include the recited claimed element of the present invention "a discrete vassase '' extending 
through the purge reservoir as recited in claims 20, 25 and 33. This discrete passage specifically 
directing air flow is not taught, suggested or disclosed in the cited reference. In addition, the 
non-return valve 52 permits fluid communication from the purge chamber 50 to the service 
chamber 48 but not in the reverse direction (see column 5 lines 2-4). The Thomas reference non- 
retum valve originates in the purge chamber and is not a defined passage extending through the 
purge reservoir as in the present invention. Therefore, the structure disclosed in Thomas is not 
arranged in the exact same manner as the structure as recited in amended claims 20, 25 and 33 of 
the applicant's presently claimed invention. Therefore the § 102(b) rejection is improper and 
withdrawal of the rejection of claim 20 is hereby requested. Allowance is hereby requested. 

The applicant requests withdrawal of the rejection of claim 22 for at least the same 
reasons as it depends from allowable claim 20. Allowance is hereby requested. 

Present claim 25 recites "a passage member forming a discrete passa^e r For similar 
reasons as stated above, the structure disclosed in the Thomas reference is not arranged in the 
exact same manner as the structure as recited in claim 25 of the applicant's present invention. 
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Therefore the § 102(b) rejection is improper. The applicant respectfully requests that the rejection 
of claim 25 be withdrawn. Allowance is hereby requested. The applicant respectfully requests 
withdrawal of the rejection of claims 26 and 27 for at least the same reasons since they depend 
from allowable claim 25. Allowance is hereby requested. 

Claim 33 recites in part a reservoir comprising "means for definin2 a discrete passage 
extending through said purge chamber and for defining a port for establishing direct fluid 
communication between said reservoir and the port." As stated previously, the Thomas reference 
does not include a defined passage extending through its purge chamber. For similar reasons as 
stated above, the applicant respectfully requests that the rejection of claim 33 be withdrawn. The 
applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejection of claims 34, 35 and 36 for at least the 
same reasons as they depend from allowable claim 33. 

Objection 

The applicant appreciates the indication of allowability of claim 32. In view of the 
current amendments, Claim 32 depends ultimately from allowable amended claim 25 and as such 
will remain in its original dependent form. The applicant respectfully requests allowance of the 
previously presented claim 32 for at least the same reasons as above since it depends from 
allowable claim 25. 

Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that claims 20 and 22 through 38 
distinguish patentably over the references of record. Accordingly, the application is now in 
condition for allowance and allowance is respectfully requested. Please charge any deficiency or 
credit any overpayment in fees to this reply to Deposit Account No. 03-0172. 
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Respectfully submitted. 




Reg. No. 41,679 
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